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Introduction 
 
We conducted procedures at the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) to evaluate 
certain controls LDWF uses to ensure accurate financial reporting, compliance with applicable 
laws and regulations, and overall accountability over public funds. 
 
LDWF is responsible for the management of the state’s renewable natural resources including all 
wildlife and aquatic life.  The control and supervision of these resources are assigned to LDWF 
in the Constitution of the State of Louisiana of 1974, Article IX, Section 7 and in revised statutes 
under Title 36 and Title 56.  LDWF’s mission is to manage, conserve, and promote wise 
utilization of the state’s renewable fish and wildlife resources and their supporting habitats 
through replenishment, protection, enhancement, research, development, and education for the 
social and economic benefit of current and future generations; to provide opportunities for 
knowledge of and use and enjoyment of these resources; and to promote a safe and healthy 
environment for users of the resources. 
 
 

Findings and Recommendations  
 
We evaluated LDWF’s operations and system of internal control through inquiry, observation, 
and review of its policies and procedures, including a review of applicable laws and regulations.  
Based on the documentation of LDWF’s controls and our understanding of related laws and 
regulations, we performed procedures on selected controls and transactions relating to LaCarte 
Purchasing Card (credit card) charges, movable property, payroll expenses, and other charges 
that resulted in findings and recommendations.  Overall, our procedures identified a lack of 
management oversight over LDWF funds and operations, which resulted in the following 
deficiencies: 

As part of the legislative audit process, we provide an auditee with a draft report prior to 
completion.  An auditee then has the opportunity to review the draft report and provide us with 

additional information that may be included in our final report.  On September 21, 2016, the 
media obtained a copy of the draft report from an unknown party and published news stories 
based on that draft report.  Since then, we have completed the audit process and revised the 
report based on additional information provided to us.  Any conclusions drawn from previous 

news stories about the draft report should be reconsidered in light of this additional 
information. 
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 LDWF’s lack of financial and operational oversight over the nearshore segment 
of the British Petroleum Exploration & Production Inc. (BP) Tissue Sampling 
Program resulted in deviations from the LDWF Seafood Safety Testing Sampling 
Protocol (protocol), costs that appear excessive, and missing state property (see 
pages 2-10). 

 LDWF’s lack of management oversight over purchasing, sponsorships, and 
contracts resulted in questionable purchases totaling $763,929 (see pages 11-13). 

 LDWF’s purchase of an aircraft without a proper inspection could cost the state 
up to $580,000 in repairs (see pages 13-17). 

 LDWF made a questionable purchase of a $220,000 Catamaran that was only 
used twice from 2012 to 2016.  During that timeframe, LDWF incurred expenses 
totaling almost $38,000 to maintain and repair the vessel (see pages 17-20). 

 LDWF did not properly oversee the Louisiana Saltwater Series or the License to 
Win! Sweepstakes, which may result in donations of state resources or ineffective 
programs (see pages 20-22). 

 LDWF did not properly account for property, including drones and guns (see 
pages 22-24). 

 LDWF did not ensure that time sheets and leave were properly approved (see 
pages 24-25). 

These deficiencies, along with our recommendations and management’s plan to address them, 
are discussed in detail below.  Appendix A contains full responses from the current LDWF 
secretary (A.1), the Division of Administration (A.10), the former LDWF secretary (A.12), the 
former LDWF Assistant Secretary for the Office of Fisheries (A.34), and a former LDWF 
Marine Operator (A.40).   
 
 
LDWF’s lack of financial and operational oversight over 
the nearshore segment of the BP Tissue Sampling Program 
resulted in protocol deviations, costs that appear excessive, 
and missing state property. 
 
LDWF lacked financial and operational oversight over the nearshore segment of the BP 
Tissue Sampling Program in Venice, Louisiana (Venice team).  We examined LDWF 
transactions for the Venice team and determined that from December 4, 2010, through 
August 8, 2014, LDWF spent at least $3,050,085 to obtain 1,091 fish tissue samples ($2,796 
per fish) from the Gulf of Mexico.  LDWF records and statements from LDWF employees 
indicate that this team made purchases that appear excessive and unnecessary, allowed 
state property to go missing, and did not adhere to the protocol.  By failing to properly 
administer the nearshore segment of the BP Tissue Sampling Program and associated 
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funds, LDWF management and employees did not adhere to the protocol, as required by 
the BP Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) (see Appendix B), and state law.1,2  
According to a report issued by the Louisiana Department of Health (LDH), all sample 
results of the program were below levels of concern. 
 
The state of Louisiana (including LDWF) entered into a signed MOU with BP on November 18, 
2010, following the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill in the Gulf of Mexico (from April 20, 2010, 
through July 15, 2010).  The MOU established that BP would pay LDWF $18,000,000 to 
develop and administer a Seafood Testing Program (program) intended to address seafood 
markets and supporting market industries that may have been negatively affected by the spill.  
During the program’s three-year period, LDWF requested and received $10,500,000 (of the 
$18,000,000) from BP.  A final report, Louisiana Seafood Safety and Monitoring Plan Sample 
Results (4/30/2010 – 1/31/2014), issued in September 2015, prepared by LDH, stated, “All 
sample results were below levels of concern, meaning that any substances detected were below 
concentrations that could potentially threaten the public’s health.”  
http://www.ldh.la.gov/assets/oph/Center 
EH/envepi/fishadvisory/Documents/BP_Report_September_2015_FINAL.pdf 
 
The MOU required LDWF to test finfish and shellfish seafood groups for oil and its components 
but allowed LDWF the discretion to develop a more detailed scope of work and protocol for the 
testing.  In accordance with the MOU, LDWF developed a detailed protocol outlining the 
samples of inshore (shrimp, crab, and finfish), nearshore (shrimp, crab, pelagic,3 and reef fish4), 
oysters, and sediment that would be collected for testing.   
 
The focus of this finding centers on allegations received by the Louisiana Legislative Auditor 
regarding the collection of nearshore pelagic and reef fish by LDWF staff.  All nearshore pelagic 
and reef fish collections were based in Venice, Louisiana and directed by now former LDWF 
Marine Operator Eric Newman.  According to his official job description, Mr. Newman was 
primarily responsible for operating and maintaining vessels.  The Venice team consisted of 
several LDWF employees including biologists, technicians, and former LDWF Marine Operator 
Monique Savoy, who later became Mr. Newman’s wife.   
  

                                                 
1 Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 42:1461 states, in part, officials and employees of any public entity assume a 
personal obligation not to misappropriate, misapply, convert, misuse, or otherwise wrongfully take any funds, 
property, or other thing of value belonging to or under the custody or control of the public entity in which they hold 
office or are employed.   
2 The Louisiana Administrative Code requires that all movable property with an original acquisition cost of 
$1,000 or more be tagged with a uniform state of Louisiana identification tag and all pertinent inventory information 
be forwarded to the Louisiana Property Assistance Agency (LPAA) within 60 calendar days after receipt of the item.  
It also requires entities to conduct an annual physical inventory of movable property and report any unlocated 
movable property to LPAA. 
3 Pelagic fish are defined as living in the pelagic zone (being neither close to the bottom nor near the shore) of the 
ocean or lake waters.  According to LDWF’s Seafood Safety Plan, the species of fish to be sampled included tuna, 
wahoo, dolphin, king mackerel, and Spanish mackerel. 
4 Reef fish are defined as living in close relation to reefs.  According to LDWF’s Seafood Safety Plan, the species of 
reef fish to be sampled included snapper, grouper, amberjack, croaker, sand/silver seatrout, and cobia. 

http://www.ldh.la.gov/assets/oph/Center%20EH/envepi/fishadvisory/Documents/BP_Report_September_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://www.ldh.la.gov/assets/oph/Center%20EH/envepi/fishadvisory/Documents/BP_Report_September_2015_FINAL.pdf
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Deviations in LDWF Seafood Safety Testing Sampling Protocol  
 
LDWF did not adequately administer or oversee the Venice team’s sampling of nearshore reef 
and pelagic fish, as evidenced by its failure to adhere to the required protocol.  According to 
LDWF’s protocol for the nearshore reef and pelagic segment, a certain number of samples 
(edible flesh from a relevant fish) were to be obtained from Gulf of Mexico zones (western, 
central, and eastern).  The protocol states the sites will be selected to best represent areas of 
greatest recreational and commercial fishing activity.  The sample would be cut from the fish 
caught by LDWF employees, wrapped in an appropriate bag, and labeled uniquely.  The LDWF 
employee would then complete a chain of custody form with the species of fish, the date the 
sample was obtained, the site (latitude and longitude), and the person relinquishing and receiving 
the sample.  The sample would then be mailed or delivered to the LDH lab for testing.   
 
Our review of the samples collected and submitted by the Venice team revealed the following 
deviations: 
 

 Required number of samples was not obtained:  In accordance with the 
protocol, the Venice team was tasked with obtaining 36 samples of reef fish and 
30 samples of pelagic fish per month for a total of 2,376 samples during the 
program’s three-year period.  The Venice team collected only 1,091, or 46% of 
the total samples required. 

Exhibit 1: 
Summary of Samples Collected by the Venice Team 

Zone Samples Collected 

Percentage 
Collected by 

Zone 
Western 202 18% 
Central 347 32 
Eastern 542 50 
Total 1,091 100% 

Source: LDWF scientific information 
 

 Samples were held at the Venice location without being timely submitted for 
testing:  Records indicate that the Venice team regularly took in excess of one 
week to deliver the samples to the lab.  The protocol states samples processed 
should be shipped to the appropriate laboratory within 24 hours, and if delivery is 
anticipated on weekends (or greater than 24 hours), the samples must be shipped 
and arrive frozen.  We found that 61% of the samples collected by the Venice 
team remained in their custody for greater than seven days before being sent to 
the lab for testing.  In 36 cases, samples were retained for more than 30 and as 
many as 61 days. 

The Venice team collected only 1,091 of 2,376 (46%) fish required to be sampled in accordance 
with the protocol at a cost of $3,050,085 or $2,796 per fish, as shown in Exhibits 2-4.  This 
amount included purchases of $2,283,574 (see Summary of Purchases on the following page) 
and payroll disbursements of $766,511 for the Venice team.   
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Exhibit 3: Summary of Venice Team Expenses 

Source: LDWF Financial Information 

Exhibit 2: 
Analysis of Venice Team Expenses 

Month 
Samples 
Obtained Expenses Month 

Samples 
Obtained Expenses 

January 2011 0 $3,933 October 2012 27 $109,048 
February 2011 2  634,658 November 2012 12         24,569 
March 2011 14    20,218 December 2012 8         63,153 
April 2011 16    54,024 January 2013 7         53,687 
May 2011 21  162,018 February 2013 8         53,049 
June 2011 43  175,075 March 2013 45         59,310 
July 2011 15  169,149 April 2013 74         30,218 

August 2011 33    71,479 May 2013 53         88,376 
September 2011 38    41,137 June 2013 80         67,438 

October 2011 24    68,619 July 2013 77         40,418 
November 2011 7    73,408 August 2013 144         67,364 
December 2011 18    52,055 September 2013 59         48,256 
January 2012 20  104,022 October 2013 56         69,864 
February 2012 14    37,979 November 2013 0         55,250 
March 2012 34    86,345 December 2013 0         17,110 
April 2012 28    70,073 January 2014 0         11,549 
May 2012 26    78,078 February 2014 0         14,435 
June 2012 24  102,306 March 2014 0         16,189 
July 2012 19    56,398 April 2014 0           9,726 

August 2012 24    60,449 May 2014 0           3,248 
September 2012 21    26,405 Total 1,091 $3,050,085 

Source: LDWF financial and scientific information 
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Although the team usually consisted of three to five employees, these employees (with the 
exception of Mr. Newman and Ms. Savoy) changed during the program, resulting in 10 LDWF 
employees being involved.  In total, four marine operators, a maintenance repairer, a fisheries 
technician, and four biologists were paid for 20,896 regular hours totaling $605,296 and 4,525 
overtime hours (paid at time and a half) totaling $161,215.  LDWF could not provide evidence to 
support the number of employees necessary to complete the objectives outlined in the protocol.  
In addition, Mr. Newman acknowledged that he performed additional duties unrelated to the 
tissue sampling program. 
 
Summary of Purchases 
 
Our review of LDWF records for the $3,050,085 spent by the Venice team from December 4, 
2010, to August 8, 2014, included purchases totaling $2,283,574 (the remaining $766,511 was 
disbursed for payroll).  These purchases were made using state credit cards ($677,585) and the 
formal LDWF purchasing process ($1,605,989) for boats, fishing and water sports equipment, 
lodging, vehicles, household supplies and groceries, clothing, cameras, and other items.  During 
our review of the purchases made by the Venice team, we noted the following purchases, some 
of which appear excessive: 
 

 $943,671 for Boats:  In 2011 and 2012, LDWF spent $644,985 to purchase two 
used offshore boats and one new bay boat for the Venice team’s use.  Venice team 
employees also initiated or used their state credit cards for boat repairs, 
maintenance, storage, and improvements totaling $298,686.  According to 
members of the Venice team still employed at LDWF, Mr. Newman only allowed 
one boat to be utilized at a time, and they never operated two crews or two boats 
at once.  Mr. Newman stated that one boat was necessary for offshore and another 
was necessary for inshore, or shallow waters.  According to Mr. Newman, the 
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Exhibit 4: Summary of Samples Obtained 

Source: LDWF scientific information  
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third boat was a backup for the offshore boat; however, he stated this boat was not 
operational for at least eight months.  It is unclear why this boat was not properly 
surplused. 

 $345,641 for Fishing and Water Sports Equipment:  During the program, 
Venice team members purchased an abundance of fishing and water sports 
equipment including the following: 225 rods and reels, 25 YETI® coolers, spear 
guns, scuba gear, a paddle board, and several binoculars.  The number of rods, 
reels, coolers, and other items purchased appears to be disproportionate to the 
number of fish caught (1,091) and users (one team, usually consisting of three to 
five people) at any given time.  For example, 225 rods and reels were used to 
catch 1,091 fish, or 4.8 fish per rod and reel.  In addition, according to former 
members of the Venice team, many of the items including scuba gear, a paddle 
board, and blue marlin gear were either not used and/or not needed.  Mr. Newman 
stated that items for scuba diving were used for tagging whale sharks and for 
spear fishing; however, tagging and spear fishing are not mentioned in the 
protocol.  

 $318,900 for Lodging:  From April 2011 through April 2014, LDWF spent (on 
average) $8,511 per month to house LDWF Venice team employees in a 
houseboat and then a camp in Venice, Louisiana.  The Venice team employees 
also made purchases totaling $3,999 on their state credit cards that appear to be 
for repairs or improvements to the leased camp.  An accurate log of camp users 
was not maintained.  LDWF Program Manager Brett Falterman stated that once 
he became program manager in 2013, he made efforts to use the camp to support 
other LDWF groups, but Mr. Newman strongly resisted those efforts. 

 $187,086 for Vehicles:  LDWF purchased three new trucks totaling $85,478 and 
a recreational vehicle (RV), depicted below, with a purchase price of $89,860 for 
Mr. Newman and the Venice team’s use.  Venice team employees also made 
purchases on their state credit cards totaling $11,748 for vehicle repairs, 
maintenance, and parts.  According to LDWF records, the RV was used by one 
team member in late 2011 and throughout 2012 (while the camp was also being 
leased).  The three trucks appear to have been used by Mr. Newman, Ms. Savoy, 
and LDWF Marine Operator Kyle Smith, all of whom worked exclusively for the 
program with one another. 
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 $111,318 for Groceries, Clothing, and other Employee Expenses:  Venice 
team employees spent a combined $42,463 ($1,180 per month) on clothing.  
Many of these purchases were classified as “sampling supplies” or “sampling 
gear;” however, a detailed review of these receipts revealed that these purchases 
included shorts, shirts, and sandals.  These individuals also spent a combined 
$65,178 ($1,811 per month) on groceries and other household items and $3,678 
for certain employees to obtain certifications for scuba diving and vessel 
operations. 

 $26,237 for Cameras, Computers, and Other Electronics:  LDWF purchased 
cameras and camera equipment totaling $18,219.  Neither LDWF’s program 
protocol nor the BP MOU required photos to be submitted with tissue samples.  
LDWF Biologist Cijii Marshall stated that photos were never taken of the samples 
and that there was no official use for the cameras.  According to Andy Fischer, 
director of Fisheries Management, Mr. Newman purchased these cameras for 
promotional and outreach work.  However, LDWF employees stated that  
Ms. Savoy saved the photos/videos on an external hard drive, which LDWF does 
not have.  The Venice team also purchased several Apple iPads and computers 
totaling $8,018.  However, according to the biologists who were responsible for 
recording and submitting the samples, they did not use any of these devices to 
process their samples.  Mr. Newman stated the cameras were needed to document 
fish abnormalities and to post pictures on the LDWF website. 

 $7,411 for Other Programs: Venice team credit card purchases appear to be for 
giveaway items for the Louisiana Saltwater Series5 and other LDWF initiatives 
but were classified as BP Tissue Sampling Program expenses (see pages 20-22).  
It should be noted that there was no promotional or outreach component to this 
program.  However, as part of the written agreement with BP, $30,000,000 was 
granted to the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Foundation (LWFF) for a seafood 
marketing program to promote the results; therefore, any promotional and 
outreach expenses should have been incurred and paid by the LWFF. 

Mr. Fischer was tasked with approving Mr. Newman and other Venice team members’ credit 
card logs (and time sheets) each month and stated he felt he had no control over Mr. Newman or 
the team.  Mr. Fischer indicated that when he would constantly question Mr. Newman’s 
submissions, Mr. Randy Pausina, former assistant secretary for the Office of Fisheries, would 
call him shortly after and instruct him (Mr. Fischer) “to just approve it.”  E-mail records confirm 
that requests and/or questions regarding purchases, inventories, and program management sent to 
Mr. Newman were often forwarded to Mr. Pausina, who then interceded on Mr. Newman’s 
behalf.  According to Mr. Fischer, Mr. Pausina told him that the program being ran out of Venice 
was his (Mr. Pausina’s) and “to just approve it.” 
 
  

                                                 
5 The Louisiana Saltwater Series was developed in 2010 by LDWF in conjunction with the LWFF (a nonprofit 
organization) to promote the conservation of Louisiana’s sport fish resources. 
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Missing State Property 
 
Property totaling at least $54,957 was purchased with LDWF funds by the Venice team from 
September 2010 through October 2013 that is no longer in LDWF’s possession.  These items 
included rods and reels (more than one hundred), YETI® coolers, and other sporting equipment.  
We examined credit card and standard purchases of the Venice team employees and compiled a 
selective fishing and sporting equipment listing.  We consulted with current LDWF employees to 
obtain an understanding of non-inventoried property purchased by the Venice team currently in 
the possession of LDWF.  After obtaining verification of the property on hand, we found that 
these items were no longer possessed by LDWF. 
 
LDWF’s written policies on fixed assets indicate that all property items with values greater than 
$1,000 and all electronic items with values greater than $250 should be tagged and included on 
LDWF’s fixed asset listing.6  Of the purchases mentioned above, two binoculars with a purchase 
price totaling $5,890 were not tagged or included on the fixed asset listing.  The remainder of the 
items could be considered high risk for theft or abuse but were not required to be tagged or 
included on the fixed asset listing.  According to Mr. Falterman, Mr. Pausina considered rods, 
reels, and other sporting equipment to be “consumable goods,” which are treated as supplies and 
not tagged or inventoried.  In addition, former LDWF Internal Auditor Patrick Bateman raised 
concerns about these property items to Mr. Pausina and former LDWF Secretary,  
Robert Barham.  In response, Mr. Pausina indicated that Mr. Newman was keeping a separate 
inventory of these items, which he (Mr. Pausina) personally inspected at the Venice camp and 
“everything looked good.”  Mr. Bateman requested Mr. Newman’s inventory but never received 
it and did not feel he could question it further because of Mr. Pausina’s declarations.  LDWF 
does not currently have an inventory of consumable goods produced by Mr. Newman. 
 
According to LDWF employees, these items were kept in a locked storage room at the Venice 
camp and moved to a storage unit at the end of the program.  LDWF Fisheries Technician Phil 
Kent stated that he, Mr. Newman, Ms. Savoy, Mr. Falterman, and Mr. Smith were the only 
LDWF employees with keys to the storage room.  According to Mr. Falterman, once he was 
made aware of items disappearing by LDWF employees, he requested to change the locks on the 
camp and storage room; however, Mr. Pausina told him he could not change the locks.   
 
We attempted to speak with Mr. Pausina regarding the program, but Mr. Pausina declined to 
speak with us on the advice of his legal counsel. 
 
By failing to properly administer the nearshore segment of the BP Tissue Sampling Program and 
associated funds, LDWF management and employees did not adhere to the protocol, as required 
by the BP MOU (see Appendix B) and state law.7  

 
Recommendation 1: LDWF management should develop and implement policies and 
procedures to ensure that all funds received are appropriately spent and that all programs 
are properly managed and monitored.   
 

                                                 
6 See footnote 2. 
7 See footnotes 1 and 2. 
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Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF staff will be retrained on key policies 
and procedures and management has been directed to ensure all policies and procedures 
are properly followed.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
Recommendation 2: LDWF management should evaluate and consider adding 
additional requirements to the current LDWF policy for high-risk movable property items 
that are not required by law to be included in the inventory.  In addition, LDWF 
management should require all employees to follow all property control policies and 
procedures. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF is currently developing policy and 
procedures to fully account for high risk movable property items.  After all high risk 
items have been identified, LDWF intends to use the LaGov system to track them.  In the 
interim, LDWF is developing and utilizing an internal non-tagged inventory system to 
track items that do not currently fall under the guidelines for tagged property items.  See 
Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
Recommendation 3: LDWF management should restrict the number of state credit card 
holders to only team supervisors or leaders and properly train all purchase card holders 
on policies and procedures.  
 
Summary of Management’s Response: As a corrective action, LDWF has reduced the 
total number of purchasing cards from 413 to 118.  This represents a 71% reduction in 
the number of cards.  Management has also reduced the monthly credit limit on each card 
from $20,000 to $5,000.  This has resulted in an 87% reduction of annual credit exposure.  
See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
Recommendation 4: LDWF management should require all purchasers to adequately 
document the business purpose on each purchase and create purchasing policies for all 
common and regularly occurring purchases such as clothing (uniforms). 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF has implemented a strict pre-approval 
and post-reconciliation process for all purchasing-card transactions.  Purchasers are now 
required to include a detailed description/business justification of the purchase.  See 
Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
Recommendation 5: LDWF management should verify that all overtime is necessary 
and approved by the appropriate supervisor and ensure adequate supervision over 
employees and their program responsibilities.   
 
Summary of Management’s Response: Administration and management have been 
instructed to ensure that this policy is properly followed.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s 
full response. 
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Lack of management oversight over purchasing, 
sponsorships, and contracts resulted in questionable 
purchases totaling $763,929.  
 
Uniforms 
 
Clothing and uniform purchases totaling $283,675 for shirts, pants, jackets, gloves, hats, 
waterproof shoes, boots, rain suits, waders, specialized gear, and monogramming were made by 
LDWF divisions that do not have formal written policies.  Although the Enforcement Division 
has formal written policies and procedures for the purchase and use of uniforms, the remaining 
divisions do not.  Excluding the Enforcement Division, a summary of clothing and uniform 
purchases during the period July 1, 2014, through December 31, 2015, follows: 
 

Exhibit 5: 
Clothing and Uniform Purchases 

Division 
Total 

Payments 
Average per 

Employee 
Office of Wildlife $212,356 $672 
Office of Fisheries 63,385 $225 
Office of Management and Finance 5,881 $137 
Office of the Secretary 2,053 $121 
     Total $283,675  

Source: LDWF financial information and LaGov 
 
Of these purchases, $3,206 did not have sufficient documentation to ensure that the purpose was 
reasonable for official state business.  These purchases were ordered for executive management 
employees and included 13 pairs of waterproof shoes, eight waterproof fishing jackets and pants, 
one women’s trench coat, one women’s rain coat, and one women’s fleece vest.  Without a 
formal policy, LDWF may have violated the Louisiana Constitution, which prohibits the 
donation of public funds. 
 
Sponsorships 

LDWF made improper purchases totaling $188,805 as a result of four sponsorship agreements 
with the New Orleans Pelicans NBA, LLC; Outfront Media Sports, Inc.; as manager of LSU 
Sports Properties; and Lost Key Publishing, DBA Guy Harvey Magazine.  LDWF exceeded its 
delegated purchase authority of $5,000 for each of these sponsorships without approval from the 
Division of Administration (DOA) and did not have completed signed agreements for two of 
these sponsorships.  Of these purchases, LDWF did not provide justification that the expenditure 
created a public benefit proportionate to its cost for payments totaling $107,100 and may have 
violated the Louisiana Constitution, which prohibits the donation of public funds. 
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Artificially Divided Payments 

LDWF state credit card users artificially divided 101 payments totaling $157,725 to seven 
vendors without obtaining prior approval from DOA (see Exhibit 6).  The maximum single daily 
purchase limit and LDWF’s delegated purchase authority8 is $5,000. 
 

Exhibit 6: 
Artificially Divided Payments 

Vendor 
Number of 
Payments Amount Description of Purchase 

Suretemps 19 $38,286 
Payments to temporary employees working at White 
Lake Wetlands Conservation Area. 

Lamberts Heating 
and Air 56 36,121 

Repairs and maintenance of air conditioning, heat, 
and generators at LDWF headquarters. 

NASP, Inc. 12 28,566 
Archery supplies for the Archery in Louisiana 
Schools program. 

National Bank and 
Tag 4 19,917 

Alligator tags (106,000) for use in the alligator 
program. 

Alabama Tag & 
Burlap Co. 3 14,994 Burlap bags (30,951) for use in the alligator program. 

Documart 5 10,344 

Rules and regulations brochures for crab, shrimp, 
oyster, and finfish fishermen and stickers for Office 
of Fisheries trucks. 

White Oak 
Plantation 2 9,497 

Catering services for an event related to the removal 
of the Louisiana Black Bear from the lists of 
threatened and endangered species. 

Total 101 $157,725    
Source: LDWF financial information and Bank of America WORKS application 

 
Contracts 
 
LDWF entered into two contracts with the University of New Orleans for mobile applications 
and web developments that included a project for the design, implementation, and maintenance 
of mobile application and web development of a website for the benefit of private entities (Faux 
Pas Lodge, LLC and the Fourchon Oilman’s Association) that host annual invitational fishing 
rodeos.  This website (geauxfishlarodeo.com) hosts online team registration, leaderboards 
showing live results during rodeo weigh-ins, and event statistics.  Prorating the total cost of the 
contracts, approximately $133,724 is associated with the design, implementation, and 
maintenance of the website.  However, LDWF did not provide justification that these 
expenditures created a public benefit proportionate to the cost and may have violated the 
Louisiana Constitution, which prohibits the donation of public funds.   
  

                                                 
8 DOA set the delegated purchase authority for LDWF at $5,000 in accordance with R.S. 39:1566.  The delegation 
of authority applies, in part, to operating services and requires approval prior to purchase. 
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LDWF management overrode controls and did not have adequate controls in place to ensure 
compliance with the state’s purchasing policies and procedures.9,10  Inadequate controls over 
purchases increase the risks that errors or fraud could occur and remain undetected. 
 

Recommendation 6: LDWF management should provide more effective oversight of 
purchases such as annual training, exception reporting, physical observation of items 
purchased, and reviewing purchases for official state business use. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF has coordinated with the Office of State 
Procurement and has implemented a new procedure to handle sponsorships.  Any and all 
sponsorships now require direct approval of the Secretary.  See Appendix A.1 for 
LDWF’s full response.  
 
Recommendation 7: LDWF management should evaluate the department’s need for 
clothing, and if warranted, develop a formal policy for the purchase and use of uniforms 
by department employees. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF is in the process of creating and 
implementing a Uniform Policy for both the Office of Fisheries and the Office of 
Wildlife.  The intent of the policy is to ensure that any uniform or other apparel 
purchased has an underlying public purpose and provides a legitimate public benefit.  
Management has put a freeze on any uniform purchases until the proposed policy is 
adopted and fully implemented.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
 

LDWF’s purchase of an aircraft without a proper 
inspection could cost the state up to $580,000 in repairs. 
 
In August 2015, LDWF used federal grant funds totaling $1.8 million to purchase a used 
aircraft but did not comply with a directive from the Louisiana Division of Administration 
(DOA), Office of State Procurement (OSP) to obtain an inspection of the aircraft prior to 
purchase.  Nor did LDWF exercise reasonable due diligence in determining the value of the 
aircraft and in using the aircraft.  As a result, damages to the aircraft noted after the 
purchase could expose the state’s self-insurance program to liability of a minimum of 
$238,400 up to $580,600 in repairs. 
 
  

                                                 
9 The Louisiana LaCarte credit card policy states that purchases should never be artificially divided to avoid state 
credit card purchasing limits.  The policy also states that any purchase of supplies, equipment, operating services, 
and/or major repairs must comply with proper purchasing procedures, rules and regulations, Louisiana statutes, and 
Executive Orders and requires the state credit card to be used for official state business only and not for personal 
use. 
10 The Louisiana Constitution Article VII Section 14(A) states, in part, “Except as otherwise provided by this 
constitution, the funds, credit, property, or things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be 
loaned, pledged, or donated to or for any person, association, or corporation, public or private.” 
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Rationale for Purchase 

In August 2015, former LDWF Secretary Robert 
Barham requested approval and assistance from OSP to 
purchase a used, 2012 Quest Kodiak 100 aircraft from 
Banyan Air Services, Inc. (Banyan), a regional aircraft 
dealer in Fort Lauderdale, Florida.  The Kodiak was to 
replace an older aircraft at a price of $1.8 million, which 
appeared to have been a savings over the cost of a new 
model at $2.1 million.  According to LDWF, the aircraft 
fit its needs because it could be configured for use in 
several different missions including waterfowl surveys, 
search and rescue, transportation, cargo and equipment, 
and surveillance.  Brian Dorsa, LDWF’s pilot, stated that the Kodiak aircraft could seat up to 10 
passengers, allowing more scientists/biologists and equipment to conduct waterfowl surveys, 
unlike LDWF’s Cessna aircraft that seats four passengers.  In addition, he stated that the 
aircraft’s engine was powerful enough to fly at low altitudes and had the ability to climb faster 
than the Cessna in a problematic situation. 
 
Inspection and Purchase 

R.S. 39:360 provides that DOA shall establish a uniform policy for all state agencies for the use 
of state owned motor vehicles and aircraft by state employees.  In addition, R.S. 39:362(D) 
provides that DOA may promulgate additional rules, regulations, and restrictions as may be 
necessary to govern the purchase or management of fleet vehicles. Austin Bacham, OSP 
procurement officer, stated that OSP does not require bids for the purchase of used aircraft; 
however, OSP is required to approve the purchase.  He stated that because this was a used 
aircraft, approval to purchase the aircraft was contingent on LDWF obtaining an inspection of 
the aircraft and authorization from the Office of Aircraft Services (Aircraft Services), the state’s 
agency responsible for maintenance, repairs, and inspections of state aircraft. 
 
Banyan delivered the aircraft to LDWF’s airport hangar in Baton Rouge, Louisiana on 
September 1, 2015, for the required pre-purchase inspection of the aircraft.  The aircraft’s 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-required maintenance records indicated that the aircraft 
had last been inspected on September 15, 2014, during its mandated annual inspection, 
approximately 11 months earlier.  Per FAA regulations, this aircraft was required to have its next 
annual inspection completed on or before September 30, 2015 to remain in airworthy status.  
According to Larry Kidwell, director of Aircraft Services, during the delivery of the aircraft 
Brian Dorsa told him not to take any panels off of the aircraft.  Without doing so, a thorough pre-
purchase inspection of the aircraft could not be conducted.  Mr. Kidwell stated that the salesman 
preferred that the inspection be conducted by Banyan at its dealership in Florida.  Mr. Kidwell 
indicated that allowing the company selling the aircraft to perform the inspection in another state 
was unacceptable.  Mr. Kidwell stated that because they were not allowed to properly inspect the 
aircraft, they performed a walk-through of the aircraft, and from its external appearance, the 
aircraft looked to be in excellent condition.  In addition, Mr. Kidwell’s office was allowed to 
have a video scope inspection and oil analysis of the aircraft’s engine.  It should be noted that 
these procedures fall significantly short of a typical pre-purchase inspection.  According to  
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Mr. Dorsa, Mr. Lynn Thomas, a salesman for Banyan, told him that because the aircraft was not 
owned by Banyan, he (Mr. Thomas) could not authorize it to be disassembled for inspection. 
 
Records indicate that LDWF purchased the aircraft on September 3, 2015, prior to receiving the 
results of the video scope inspection on September 4, 2015.  As stated previously, the purchase 
order was issued contingent upon the successful inspection of the aircraft.  Mr. Bachman stated 
that he never received a confirmation from Aircraft Services indicating it inspected the aircraft.  
OSP does not receive a copy of the final inspection report. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he did not prevent the state mechanics from performing a thorough 
inspection.  He also stated that he was not aware that the FAA required annual inspection was 
due within the month.  Furthermore, he stated that he was not aware of any damage to the aircraft 
at the time of delivery. 
 
Lack of Due Diligence  

It does not appear that LDWF exercised reasonable due diligence with regard to the purchase, 
including determining the accurate value of the aircraft.  While LDWF’s request to purchase the 
aircraft, submitted to OSP, included the purchase price of $1.8 million, the department did not 
obtain an independent valuation of the aircraft to determine its actual fair market value.  
Furthermore, there is no evidence in the procurement files indicating that LDWF sought to 
determine the value through alternative means such as online aircraft valuation services or price 
comparisons to other similar aircraft.  In addition, while the purchase order clearly specifies that 
the purchase is subject to an inspection of the aircraft at the Baton Rouge airport, as noted 
previously, a thorough pre-purchase inspection was not enforced by LDWF. 
 
Use of Aircraft in Violation of FAA Regulations 

FAA regulations, FAR Part 91, Section 409 provides that no one may operate an aircraft unless it 
has undergone a mechanical inspection within the preceding 12 months.  As noted above, LDWF 
purchased the aircraft on September 3, 2015, with only 27 days remaining until its next 
mandated inspection was due.  Though LDWF did not obtain the mandated inspection, it 
continued to operate the aircraft until December 17, including carrying passengers, in violation 
of FAA regulations. 
 
Damages 

LDWF records later indicate that after a series of 20 flights by LDWF’s pilot from October 2015 
to December 2015, Aircraft Services began an annual inspection of the aircraft and determined 
that the aircraft had significant structural damage to its landing gear.  However, there were no 
recorded damages to the landing gear by Banyan prior to LDWF’s purchase of the aircraft or 
damages during flights made by LDWF’s pilot.   
 
Upon observation of the damages, Mr. Corey Miller, Quest Aircraft Company, LLC, indicated 
that the damage appears to have been caused by an extreme hard landing or a landing in which 
the aircraft struck a hard surface, such as the edge of runway pavement.  According to LDWF 
records, Mr. Dorsa stated that he is not aware of any hard landings while he operated the aircraft. 
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Because there is no record to indicate the aircraft was damaged prior to purchase and the aircraft 
was purchased without proper approval from OSP, LDWF filed a claim with the Office of Risk 
Management, the state’s self-insured program, subjecting the program to a minimum of 
$238,400 up to $580,600 in liability for repairs to the aircraft. 
 

 

Recommendation 8: LDWF management should ensure that proper purchasing 
procedures are followed and that any approvals and/or inspections are obtained prior to 
purchase. 
 
Recommendation 9: LDWF management should require pre-purchase inspections on 
used equipment as it provides the buyer an opportunity to research and investigate every 
aspect of the potential purchase.  The pre-purchase inspection should include a thorough 
inspection of the mechanical, as well as cosmetic, condition of used equipment.  For 
aircraft, the pre-purchase inspection should be performed by a FAA-certified airframe 
and power plant mechanic or an approved repair station. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response for Recommendations 8 and 9: LDWF has 
instituted a policy that discourages the purchase of used equipment unless there is strong 
justification for doing such.  The policy requires that any purchase of used equipment 
have direct approval from the Secretary and that strict adherence to OSP requirements is 
mandatory.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
Summary of the Division of Administration’s Response: The Office of Aircraft 
Services intends to develop and implement procedures to include notifying the 
Commissioner of Administration when requirements for conducting pre-buy inspections 
on used aircraft are not allowed to be conducted prior to purchase.  See Appendix A.10 
for the Division of Administration’s full response.     
 
Recommendation 10: LDWF management should seek to determine whether the 
damages occurred prior to the purchase by forensic means such as an examination by a 
metallurgical engineer.  If the analysis concludes the damage occurred prior to purchase, 
management should recover repair costs for damages to the airplane either through the 
warranty guaranteed by Banyan, insurance, or through other legal remedies, as needed. 
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Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF is currently investigating this matter 
internally and will explore all available options, including legal remedies, to recoup any 
and all costs and damages associated with the purchase and repair of the aircraft.  See 
Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 

 
 
LDWF made a questionable purchase of a $220,000 
Catamaran that was only used twice from 2012 to 2016.  
During that timeframe, LDWF incurred expenses totaling 
almost $38,000 to maintain and repair the vessel. 
 
In February 2012, LDWF used grant funds totaling $220,000 to purchase a catamaran, 
motors for this vessel, and a trailer that appeared to have little or no benefit to the agency.  
In addition, records indicate that from February 2012 to March 2016, LDWF incurred 
expenses totaling $37,873 to maintain and repair the vessel.  Furthermore, because the 
vessel was seldom used, LDWF failed in its responsibility to properly surplus it in a timely 
manner.  As a result, LDWF may have deprived the state and federal authorities of 
potential savings and return of funds from the sale. 
 
Inspection and Purchase 
 
LDWF records indicate that on November 4, 2010, Myron 
Fischer, LDWF biologist dual career ladder-B, began 
inquiry relating to the purchase of a used, 2007 45-foot 
Hysucraft Catamaran (dual hull) work vessel (the Eagle 
Ray) from Jamie Lee Gaspard, owner of Eagle Ray 
Charters, LLC in Batchelor, Louisiana.  Mr. Myron 
Fischer stated that a survey of the Eagle Ray performed 
by Kevin Martin of Arthur H. Terry & Co., LLC indicated 
that the value at its present condition and age was 
$245,000.  Mr. Myron Fischer further stated that the vessel was to be used for the Southeast Area 
Monitoring and Assessment Program (SEAMAP).  He stated that LDWF did not purchase the 
Eagle Ray at that time because Mr. Gaspard had taken it off the market. 
 
On July 18, 2011, Brian Hardcastle, LDWF biologist manager at Grand Isle, engaged  
Mr. Martin, on LDWF’s behalf, to conduct a pre-purchase and valuation survey of the Eagle 
Ray.  Mr. Martin’s survey showed deficiencies with the vessel related to maintenance and quality 
standards of its equipment and machinery and concluded that the current fair market value of the 
vessel was approximately $220,000.  Since Mr. Martin does not test or inspect engines or 
attached components, including transmissions, clutches, or V-drive units, Colemar Services, Inc. 
(Colemar) was selected to survey the Eagle Ray’s engine.  According to Colemar’s survey, the 
vessel had issues with its turbos, cooling system, and transom steering knuckles.  The Eagle Ray 
also had excessive oil leaks, salt water in the oil, and engines that did not achieve the required 
RPM to perform at specifications.  As a result, Colemar recommended that LDWF not purchase 
the vessel until the engines could perform at specifications. 
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On August 1, 2011, Mr. Gaspard sent Randy Pausina, former assistant secretary for the Office of 
Fisheries, an offer to sell the Eagle Ray to LDWF “as is” for $220,000, including the trailer.  On 
August 4, 2011, former LDWF Secretary Robert Barham sent a letter requesting approval from 
OSP to purchase the vessel.  According to the letter, the vessel was surveyed by Mr. Martin, who 
determined that it needed $9,000 in repairs which Mr. Gaspard agreed to perform prior to the 
sale (these repairs did not include the items identified by Colemar).  The letter stated that the cost 
to purchase a new vessel was estimated to be $495,000, and that by purchasing the used vessel, 
LDWF would realize a cost savings of approximately $275,000.  LDWF used federal grant funds 
totaling $220,000 to purchase the Eagle Ray on February 6, 2012.  The purchase included the 
vessel, two used motors, and a trailer. 
 
Use of Catamaran 
 
LDWF maintains a log to record the use of all its vessels.  Vessel operators use the logs to record 
the date of use, beginning and end hours of operation, fuel usage, destination to/from, and 
purpose of the trip.  We examined these logs and determined that from February 2012 to March 
2016 (50 months), the Eagle Ray was used only twice: once on June 2, 2014 (29 months after 
purchase) for SEAMAP, and a second time on January 29, 2015, to release turtles into the Gulf 
of Mexico. 
 
Repairs 
 
Mr. Hardcastle stated that when the Eagle Ray was purchased, LDWF was told the vessel was 
running and in good condition but later found that it had problems with its outdrives, 
transmission, and other mechanisms.  Mr. Fischer indicated that when the Eagle Ray was 
purchased, he was aware that it needed work.  The propellers were not the correct size/length and 
the motors had bad turbo chargers.  He stated that the engines worked but were not achieving the 
correct amount of RPMs.  LDWF incurred expenses totaling $37,873 to maintain and repair the 
vessel from February 2012 to January 2015, as shown in Exhibit 7: 
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Exhibit 7: 
Eagle Ray Repairs and Maintenance 

Month Cost Description 
February 2012 $578 Parts 
March 2012 686 Fuel 
April 2012 634 Parts 
June 2012 625 Repair 
July 2012 4,776 Repair 

November 2012 10,865 Repair and maintenance 
December 2012 1,999 Repair 
January 2013 260 Fuel 
April 2013 11,338 Parts and repair 
May 2013 35 Parts 

September 2013 3,166 Parts and repair 
November 2013 200 Parts 

March 2014 335 Parts 
April 2014 130 Parts 

September 2014 395 Repair 
January 2015 1,852 Permit, parts, fuel, and repair 

Total $37,873   
Source: LDWF invoices 

 
Additional Catamaran Purchase 
 
On April 20, 2012, approximately two and a half months after purchasing the Eagle Ray, LDWF 
purchased the Kvichak Defender I (Defender), a used, 54-foot Patrol/Research Catamaran vessel 
for $1.5 million using BP grant funds.  Mr. Fischer indicated that he coordinated the purchase of 
the Eagle Ray and the Defender.  He stated that during a visit to the Grand Isle Marine Lab,  
Mr. Pausina saw a photo of the Defender in a boat magazine and instructed him to purchase the 
vessel.  Mr. Fischer stated that the Defender was purchased to replace the Eagle Ray.  According 
to Mr. Pausina, the Defender and Eagle Ray were purchased primarily to do monthly SEAMAP.  
He stated that the Eagle Ray was a backup to the Defender. 
 
Because the Eagle Ray was purchased in February 2012, replaced with another vessel in April 
2012, and was used only twice, LDWF management had a responsibility to properly surplus the 
Eagle Ray through LPAA.  By not doing so, LDWF may have deprived the state and federal 
authorities of potential savings and return of funds from the sale of the vessel. 
 

Recommendation 11: LDWF management should evaluate the current fleet of vessels 
and determine the need and necessity for each vessel.  Prior to the purchase of any new or 
used vessel, LDWF management should justify and document the need. 
 
Recommendation 12: LDWF management should follow LPAA procedures and 
properly surplus any unused or unnecessary equipment. 
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Summary of Management’s Response for Recommendations 11 and 12: Based on the 
lack of use and the recommendations of Fisheries staff, LDWF has taken action to 
surplus the Eagle Ray.  Additionally, LDWF has recently completed a comprehensive 
review of all department-owned vessels and equipment and plans to immediately surplus 
any and all vessels and equipment that are no longer viable or efficient for department 
use.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 
 

LDWF did not properly oversee the Louisiana Saltwater 
Series or the License to Win! Sweepstakes, which may result 
in donations of state resources or ineffective programs. 
 
LDWF did not have adequate controls over a cooperative endeavor agreement (CEA) with 
the LWFF and did not develop written operating procedures specific to the Louisiana 
Saltwater Series (LASS) program or the License to Win! Sweepstakes. 
 
In 2004, LDWF entered into a CEA with the LWFF; however, this CEA is non-specific and does 
not identify any coordinated programs.  According to the CEA, the LWFF is a nonprofit 
corporation organized exclusively for charitable, scientific, and educational purposes.  The 
LWFF’s purpose and mission is to develop, expand, and improve facilities of LDWF and to 
enhance LDWF’s ability to perform its constitutional and statutory mission.  LDWF and the 
LWFF have worked in coordination on different programs and promotions throughout the years.  
We reviewed the LASS and the License to Win! programs. 
 
LASS is a catch-and-release saltwater fishing series created in 2010 by LDWF and the LWFF.  
The series awards cash prizes to anglers which are funded 100% by angler entry fees.  The 
administrative costs of the program are funded by the LWFF and LDWF.  LDWF has used 
several sources of funding for this program, including the Artificial Reef Fund, BP Tissue 
Sampling Program, and federal funds. 
 
LDWF and the LWFF decided to partner to run a promotion titled the License to Win! 
Sweepstakes.  According to the department, the intent of the sweepstakes was to thank anglers 
for their support and improve LDWF’s ability to contact anglers through a brief fishing effort 
survey, LA Creel.  The intent of LA Creel is to allow LDWF to better manage fisheries and 
maximize the amount of fishing opportunities for Louisiana anglers.  This promotion launched 
June 1, 2015, and ran through May 31, 2016 (the 2015-2016 license year).  The program 
included monthly drawings for donated items such as YETI® ice chests, Shimano gear, and gift 
cards from Whole Foods, Academy Sports and Outdoors, and Texaco.  The grand prize was a 
donated 22-foot bay boat, trailer, and motor. 
 
Our review of the LASS program and the License to Win! Sweepstakes disclosed the following 
deficiencies: 
 

 LDWF did not establish written policies and procedures specific to the LASS 
program; therefore, we cannot determine if the following LaCarte card purchases 
were proper.  During fiscal years 2010 through 2014, two LDWF employees 
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purchased promotional giveaway items for fishing rodeo tournaments totaling a 
minimum of $56,052 that were paid from state funds.  The items included 4,150 
koozies; 1,553 shirts, hats, and jackets; 400 tippet cutters; 370 12-function multi-
tools; 275 magnet camouflage flashlights; and 45 mesh fish bags.  The current 
LASS program manager stated that these items were provided to attendees, 
vendors, and LDWF employees to promote the LASS program. 

 Although LDWF began tracking LASS expenditures in fiscal year 2014, 
expenditures were not tracked from the program’s inaugural year in fiscal year 
2010 through fiscal year 2013. 

 LDWF did not perform monitoring procedures for items donated to the LASS 
program and to the License to Win! Sweepstakes and did not maintain a listing of 
items or funds donated, including item descriptions and amounts, and donor 
information.  LDWF employees solicited and received cash donations (made 
payable to the LWFF) totaling $30,000 for the 2015 and 2016 LASS series from 
Daybrook Fisheries and Omega Protein who engage in the processing of 
Menhaden (a fishery that is regulated by LDWF in state waters), which may have 
violated the state’s ethics laws.  In addition, the License to Win! Sweepstakes 
grand prize boat did not include the correct Hull Identification Number until the 
auditor notified LDWF management prior to the drawing. 

LDWF did not establish a comprehensive set of monitoring tools to ensure that program 
specialists were making prudent purchases and adequately tracking expenditures.  Mr. Pausina, 
stated in a January 2011 email to, “Order whatever we need to ensure the success of the 
Series![sic].”  The absence of written policies and procedures increases the risk that employees 
will not perform duties in accordance with management’s intentions.  The absence of a written 
agreement with the LWFF specific to the LASS program and to the License to Win! 
Sweepstakes increases the risk that the state or the LWFF will not adequately fulfill its role 
and/or could lead to a donation of state resources inconsistent with the Louisiana 
Constitution.11,12  Without adequately tracking expenditures, management is unable to determine 
program costs or effectiveness.  Ineffective monitoring increases the risk that items may be lost, 
stolen, or otherwise misappropriated. 
 

Recommendation 13: LDWF management should provide more effective oversight by 
establishing program-specific written procedures and agreements and monitor to ensure 
purchases are prudent and expenditures are adequately tracked. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: In an effort to tighten controls and clarify 
responsibilities, LDWF entered into a new CEA with LWFF.  LDWF will implement 
written procedures to ensure that any and all donated merchandise is properly inventoried 

                                                 
11 See footnote 10. 
12 R.S. 42:1115 (B) states no public employee shall solicit or accept, directly or indirectly, anything of economic 
value as a gift or gratuity from any person of from any officer, director, agent, or employee of such person, if such 
public employee knows or reasonably should know that such person (1) conducts operations or activities which are 
regulated by the public employee’s agency or (2) has substantial economic interests which may be substantially 
affected by the performance or nonperformance of the public employee’s official duty. 
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and tracked, and that LDWF is properly reimbursed (pursuant to the CEA) for any 
departmental resources used to aid the LWFF in furtherance of its mission.  In addition, 
after a thorough review of the License to Win! Sweepstakes and the Louisiana Saltwater 
Series fishing tournament, management concluded that neither of these 
programs/initiatives were consistent with the core mission of LDWF and has 
discontinued them.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response. 
 

 
LDWF did not properly account for property, including 
drones and guns. 
 
LDWF management overrode controls and did not maintain adequate internal controls 
over movable property items, including drones and guns.  In addition, LDWF did not 
maintain accurate information in the state’s movable property system.  Our review 
disclosed the following: 
 

 LDWF management and other employees did not comply with state law by 
improperly operating four unmanned aircraft systems (drones) with a total 
original acquisition cost of $7,799. 

 The Office of Fisheries purchased three drones for $5,000 in August 2014 
at the direction of Mark Schexnayder, deputy undersecretary, with 
approval from Mr. Pausina.  Mr. Schexnayder stated that within a week 
after the purchase, LDWF received a verbal directive from the Office of 
the Governor prohibiting the use of drones by state agencies.  Two of 
these drones (total acquisition cost of $3,333) were damaged after receipt 
of the Governor’s directive. 

Mr. Schexnayder stated that although he was aware of the Governor’s 
directive he, Mr. Pausina, and a public information director used the 
drones  for “unofficial” state business and brought the drones home to 
practice flying a “half-dozen” times.  Mr. Pausina and the public 
information director confirmed the use of these drones at their homes.  
Memory cards from the drones contained videos and pictures of  
Mr. Schexnayder and Mr. Pausina operating the drones at their personal 
residences in the presence of their families. 

 The Office of Wildlife purchased an additional drone for $2,799 in 
November 2014 for use at the Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge; however, the 
drone was lost in the marsh at the Refuge.  The purchaser claimed he was 
never made aware of the Governor’s directive.  However, other LDWF 
employees, including an attorney and the Enforcement Division colonel, 
confirmed they were aware of the Governor’s directive but could not 
provide evidence that the directive was communicated appropriately to all 
LDWF employees. 
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 A test of assets purchased from July 1, 2014, to December 31, 2015, disclosed 
that seven (26%) of 27 assets with a total acquisition cost of $12,716 were not 
included in the state’s movable property system.  These purchases were made 
seven to 11 months prior to the date of our test and included tools, tractor 
equipment, and trailers. 

 LDWF’s 2015 annual certification of property inventory was disapproved by 
LPAA because sensitive items were unlocated.  The 2016 annual inventory 
included four sensitive items that remained unlocated, including the following: 

 Sig Sauer P220 pistol assigned to an Enforcement Division agent.  A 
police report was filed documenting that the pistol was stolen from the 
agent’s vehicle at a convenience store.  However, since there was no 
evidence of forced entry during the theft, the pistol was not removed from 
inventory. 

 Sig Sauer P239 pistol assigned to the previous Enforcement Division 
colonel.  From 2007 through 2013, the colonel certified that he was in 
possession of the pistol.  After he retired, the Enforcement Division failed 
to locate the firearm and later determined that the pistol was returned to 
Sig Sauer for a credit in September of 2007.  Because of conflicting 
information received by LPAA during the previous annual inventories, 
this item remains listed as unlocated. 

 Remington 1100 shotgun assigned to the previous Enforcement Division 
colonel.  For the years preceding his retirement in 2013, the colonel 
certified he was in possession of the shotgun.  After he retired, the 
Enforcement Division failed to locate the firearm and determined that the 
shotgun was destroyed in a fire at LDWF headquarters in approximately 
1992.  Because of conflicting information received by LPAA during the 
previous annual inventories, this item remains listed as unlocated. 

 Savage Mark 1 .22 rifle used in the Hunter Education program was lost 
while on loan to the LSU Extension Service at Camp Grant Walker for  
4-H.  A police report was filed documenting the statement from an LDWF 
employee that the rifle was missing.  This item remains listed as 
unlocated. 

LDWF management has not provided adequate oversight of employees to ensure adherence with 
established movable property policies.  Failure to comply with state equipment regulations 
increases the risk that assets may be misappropriated, lost, or stolen.13 
 

Recommendation 14: LDWF management should ensure that information included in 
the state’s movable property system is accurate and complete and that sensitive 
equipment is safeguarded.  Management should also emphasize established policies 

                                                 
13 See footnote 1. 
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through training and guidance.  Management should establish policies to ensure that 
directives received from the Office of the Governor are distributed and followed by 
department personnel. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: LDWF is in the process of creating internal 
policies that ensure that sensitive and high risk movable property is safeguarded.  This 
will include but not be limited to using the state’s LaGov system applications for use in 
tracking sensitive movable property, and creating policies that ensure that LDWF 
employees are properly trained and mandated to update LDWF inventory accordingly.  
See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response, including updated information on the guns. 
 

 
LDWF did not ensure that time sheets and leave were 
properly approved.   
 
LDWF did not maintain adequate internal controls over time and attendance resulting in 
time statements that were not certified by employees and/or approved by a supervisor, and 
employee leave and overtime that was not approved by a supervisor.  LDWF did not 
update its written time and attendance policies and procedures for the electronic 
certification of employee time statements in the department’s time and attendance 
application, Cross Application Time Sheet (CATS). 
 
Our review of system reports for the time period June 22, 2015, through January 31, 2016, 
identified the following exceptions: 
 

 517 (6%) of 9,150 time statements were not certified by the employee. 

 918 (10%) of 9,150 time statements were not approved by a supervisor. 

 2,102 automatic postings, totaling 12,566 hours, for employee recorded leave or 
overtime were not approved by a supervisor.  The CATS system will allow leave 
and overtime entries to automatically post to a time statement if the supervisor 
does not approve or reject the entries before the time statement is locked.  In our 
review of 60 auto-postings, 23 (38%) were included on a time statement that was 
not approved by the supervisor, which resulted in 406 hours of unapproved leave 
taken or overtime earned. 

In addition, our review of 20 time statements identified 14 (70%) system reports, which were not 
printed and retained by time administrators.  These reports should be used for monitoring 
certification and approval of time statements, leave, and overtime. 
 
Good internal control should ensure that policies and procedures over time and attendance are 
written and followed; time and attendance records are properly certified and approved; and 
adequate monitoring of time and attendance data is performed timely to identify possible errors 
and overpayments.  Civil Service regulations require each employee and the appointing authority 
or his agent to certify on each payroll or subsidiary document the fact of the actual rendering of 
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service in the position, the actual number of hours of attendance on duty, and the number of 
hours of absence from duty.  Failure to develop and implement good internal controls over time 
and attendance increases the risk that payroll errors or fraud could occur and remain undetected. 
 

Recommendation 15: LDWF management should update its written policies and 
procedures for time and attendance to ensure that employees, supervisors, and time 
administrators are aware of their responsibilities.  Policies and procedures should be 
enforced to ensure that any time and attendance errors are identified and corrected timely. 
 
Summary of Management’s Response: Human Resources is now located in the LDWF 
headquarters building, and will assume a lead role in providing checks and balances to 
employees and supervisors.  LDWF has also taken steps to update and re-issue the policy 
under the new administration.  See Appendix A.1 for LDWF’s full response, including 
the corrective actions the department has taken to address deficiencies with its time and 
attendance procedures. 
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Additional Procedures Performed 
 
In addition to performing procedures on LaCarte purchasing card charges, movable property, 
payroll expenses, and other charges as previously described, we performed procedures related to 
LDWF’s commercial licenses and fees, civil penalties, Public Oyster Seed Ground Development 
deposits, and travel expenses. 
 
Commercial License Fees 

Licenses, permits, and fees are collected by either the licensing revenue section, located at 
LDWF headquarters, or independent vendors.  LDWF uses independent vendors to sell licenses, 
including recreational (hunting and fishing), motorboat, and commercial.  Based on the results of 
our procedures, the appropriate licenses, permits, and fees were collected, recorded, and timely 
deposited. 
 
Civil Penalties 

LDWF is directed by R.S. 56:40.3 to assess civil restitution penalties for the value of injured or 
destroyed wildlife or aquatic life when violations occur.  Based on the results of our procedures, 
LDWF has adequate policies and procedures in place for assessing and collecting civil penalties. 
 
Public Oyster Seed Ground Development 

LDWF is directed by R.S. 56:434 to establish and maintain an adequate vigilant watch and 
control over the areas designated as oyster seed grounds and oyster seed reservations.  The 
department is authorized to collect and accept and receive funds or materials as compensation for 
impacts associated with activities occurring on or over the public oyster seed grounds and seed 
reservations.  Subject to appropriation by the legislature, the monies in the Public Oyster Seed 
Ground Development account are to be used solely to enhance the state’s public oyster seed 
grounds through siting, designing, permitting, constructing, monitoring, and cultch disposition.  
Based on the results of our procedures, LDWF has adequate policies and procedures in place to 
identify potential violators and ensure that proper compensation is received for impacts to the 
designated areas. 
 
Travel Expenses 

LDWF incurs travel expenses for employees, LDWF commission members, and volunteers for 
routine travel (related to normal duties); or non-routine travel such as attending non-routine 
meetings, conferences, and out of state travel.  Typical LDWF travel expenses include lodging 
and meals for overnight travel and transportation.  Based on the results of our procedures, LDWF 
has adequate policies and procedures in place to ensure that travel costs are supported and 
necessary, properly approved by an appropriate supervisor, and in accordance with departmental 
and state guidelines. 
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APPENDIX B:  LEGAL PROVISIONS 

 
 

• Memorandum of Understanding between BP Exploration & Production Inc. 
(BP) and the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) and 
the Office of the Lieutenant Governor of the State of Louisiana (MOU) 
section 1.A.(iii) provides that, “sample sizes and frequency of sample collections 
from State waters, seafood processors, dockside or other appropriate locations 
will be at a level reasonably determined by LDWF, to test the safety of seafood.” 

• MOU section 1.B.(i) provides that, “the parties agree that all data collection will 
comply with generally accepted protocols applicable to the collection of data, 
including maintaining proper chain of custody.” 

• MOU section 1.B.(ii) provides that, “LDWF agrees to provide BP with all data 
generated under the Testing Program, including sampling protocols, sampling 
locations, sample numbers and types, testing protocols, test results, raw data 
packages, and chain of custody documents.  As this data becomes available, 
LDWF shall provide this data to BP on a monthly basis, in an electronic format.  
The Parties agree that BP will not be required to submit a public records request 
to obtain this data.” 

• MOU section 1.F.(i) provides that, “LDWF will develop more detailed scopes of 
work for each of the sections 1.A. through 1.E. that will be attached to this MOU 
as appendices.” 

• MOU section 1.F.(iii) provides that, “the Testing Program budget for the first 
twelve months shall include the funding of all capital outlays for facility 
improvement, initial staffing, and training.  The remaining funds shall be used for 
in-State sample collection, testing, monitoring and staffing and training, as 
needed.” 

• LDWF Protocol (MOU required) provides, in part, “a chain of custody form 
(Appendix I) must be completed for each sample, and must follow the sample 
until delivered to the DHH lab.” 

• LDWF Protocol (MOU required) provides, in part, “two sets of Nearshore Reef 
Fish (36 samples) and Nearshore Pelagic Fish (30 samples) will be collected 
monthly.  Sites will be selected to best represent areas of greatest recreational and 
commercial fishing activity.  Monthly sample collection will vary depending on 
the availability of those species in nearshore waters.  Fish species sampled will be 
based on the seasonal occurrence of fish species in the recreational and 
commercial harvest.” 





 

C.1 

 
APPENDIX C:  SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
 

As required by Louisiana Revised Statute 24:513, we conducted certain procedures at the 
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) for the period from July 1, 2014, through June 30, 
2016.  In addition, some of the procedures we performed relate to transactions and programs that 
occurred prior to July 1, 2014. 
 

 Our auditors obtained and documented a basic understanding of LDWF’s 
operations and system of internal control through inquiry, observation, and review 
of its policies and procedures, including a review of the laws and regulations 
applicable to LDWF. 

 We compared the most current and prior-year financial activity using LDWF’s 
annual fiscal reports and/or system-generated reports to identify trends and 
obtained explanations from management for significant variances. 

 Based on the documentation of LDWF’s controls and our understanding of related 
laws and regulations, we performed procedures on selected controls and 
transactions relating to commercial license fees, civil penalties, public oyster seed 
ground development deposits, LaCarte purchasing card charges, movable 
property, payroll expenses, travel expenses, and other charges. 

 The procedures performed during this engagement included interviewing LDWF 
employees; interviewing other persons as appropriate; examining selected LDWF 
documents and records; gathering and examining external parties’ documents and 
records; and reviewing applicable state laws and regulations. 

The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our work at LDWF and not to 
provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the department’s internal control over financial 
reporting or on compliance.  Accordingly, this report is not intended to be and should not be used 
for any other purpose. 
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